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BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

Report To The Congress

OF THE UNITED STATES

Achieving Representation

Of Minorities And Women
In The FederalWork Force

The Federal Equal Opportunity Recruitment
Program was established to increase recruit-
ment of minorities and women for civil
service employment. Although this is not a
hiring program, it should lead to a more rep-
resentative hiring of these groups.

Initial progress in implementing the Recruit-
ment Program was slow, but agencies are com-
mitted to it and have made progress in recent
months. However, some problems still remain.

The Office of Personnel Management and the

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission

need to clarify their roles and responsibilities

for program guidance, monitoring, and evalua-

tions to avoid inefficiencies and duplication -
of effort. In addition, several broad policy

issues dealing with how to define and measure

representation of minorities and women need

to be resolved.
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20848

BE-198018

Tc the Fresident of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

This report presents cur evaluation of how efficiently
and effectively section 310 of the Civil Service Reform Act
is being implemented. Section 310 established the Minority
Recruitment Program to carry out the act's stated policy of
providing the pecrle of the United States with a competent,
honest, and prcductive Federal work force reflective of the
country's diversity. The review was undertaken as part of
our evaluation of various aspects of civil service reform.

We are sending copies cf this rerort to the Directors,
Office of Management and Budget and Cffice of Perscnnel
Management; the Chair, Equal Emplcyment Opportunity Commis-
sion; and other interested perscns.

dwn 4y

L4
Comptroller General
of the United States



COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S ACHIEVING REPRESENTATION OF
REPORT TGC THE CONGRESS MINORITIES AND WCMEN IN THE
FEDERAL WORK FORCE

The Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 made
Federal agencies responsible for establish-
ing recruiting programs to eliminate under-
representation of minorities and women in
the Federal work force.

The act requires the Egual Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission to establish guidelines
for agencies tc use in carrying out the pro=-
gram and the Office of Personnel Management
to issue regulations implementing a minority
recruitment program.

The Office of Fersonnel Management required
agencies to develop and have in operation

by October 1, 1979, plans for eliminating
underrepresentation of mincrities and women.
The Office reported in its annual report to
the Congress that, as of January 1980, about
70 percent of the agencies were still devel-
oping plans.

Congressional hearings in June 1980 con-
firmed that agencies' progress in implement-—
ing the recruitment program has been slower
than anticipated.

EMERGING PCLICY ISSUES

Several policy issues which need to be re-
solved will affect the direction of the
Government's efforts to recruit, hire, and
promcte mincrities and women in sufficient
numkbers to achieve a representative work
force.

These issues follow:
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provided in draft form in July 1979 and
not finalized until September 1979. (See
pp. 23 and 24.)

~-Significant data collection requirements.
For example, the Social Security Adminis-
tration had to collect data manually from
40 district offices and 50 major compo-
nents to calculate underrepresentation.
(See pp. 24 and 25.)

~-Uncertainty cover the relationship between
the recruitment program and the Affirma-
tive Action Program. Instructions for
developing affirmative action plans were
not issued by the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission until December 1979.
(See pp. 25 and 26.)

Curing the first year neither the Office of
Personnel Management nor the Equal Employ-

ment Opportunity Commission had fully dis-

charged its responsibilities for evaluating
the recruitment program.

The Office of Personnel Management prepared
a plan for evaluating the first year of the
recruitment program which called for

-—developing evaluation criteria and evalu-
ating the program by using the Office's
existing Personnel Management Evaluation
System,

--addressing the effectiveness of the recruit-
ment program in its annual report to the
Congress, and

--developing a sampling plan for selecting
agency recruitment plans for review.

However, because few plans had been developed
and implemented in time to meet the deadline
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reviews guidance and (2) what actions must
be taken to resolve conflicts. (See pp. 28
and 29.)

The two agencies have not fully coordinated
their evaluation efforts. Officials at both
agencies were unsure about how field evalua-
tions for the recruitment program and the
Affirmative Action Program could be inte-
grated intc a systematic evaluation strategy.
(See pp. 33 and 34.)

The Office and the Commission also differ on
their approaches to measuring underrepresenta-
tion.

~-They have defined occupational categories
for which underrepresentation is to be
computed differently. (See pp. 29 and 30.)

~--The Office allows use of local civilian
labor force data for all occupational
groupings at General Schedule grade 4 or
kelow. The Commission allows it only in
limited circumstances. (See p. 30.)

—--The COffice requires that underrepresenta-
tion for professional positions be compiled
by comparison with the civilian labor force.
The Commission requires agencies to compare
their professional work force with the
professional labor force. (See pp. 31-33.)

Both the Office and the Commission have
taken steps to promote efficiency and elim-
inate inconsistency in administering their
program responsibilities, but, if additional
actions are not taken, new delays in issuing
further program guidance could occur and
evaluations could be inconsistent and dupli-
cative. Inconsistencies between the Of-
fice's and the Commission's approaches to
measuring underrepresentation need to be
resolved.
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GAC further recommends that the Chair, Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, amend af-
firmative action guidelines to include ap-
propriate occupational data and time frames
as the baseline for establishing short-term
and intermediate-range hiring goals.

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS

The Congress should consider the practical
difficulties agencies face in trying to
achieve a representative work force based
on the Equal Employment Opportunity Commis-
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to clarify its intent on how representation
should be defined and achieved.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND GAO'S EVALUATION

The Office of Personnel Management did not
comment directly on the recommendations,
but stated that the report presents an ac-
curate and balanced assessment of its ef-
forts to (1) implement the Federal Equal
Opportunity Recruitment Program and (2) in-
sure consistency between it and the Affirm-
ative Action Program. The Office was
concerned that the report implies that re-
quirements for the two programs should be
identical in every respect. In addition,
it stated that the report's emphasis on
recruitment from external sources ignores
internal recruitment of underutilized
minorities and women.

GAO recognizes that the recruitment program
and the Affirmative Action Program are dif-
ferent programs with different goals. How-
ever, the two programs are highly interre-
lated. Recruitment to enrich the applicant
pools from which selections are made should
result in increased hiring of women and
minorities. GAO does not intend to imply
in this report that the two programs' re-
guirements should be identical but that
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Congress adopted a
basic antidiscrimination policy for Federal employment which
states that:

"It is the policy of the United States to insure
equal employment opportunities for employees
without discrimination because of race, color,
religion, sex, or national origin."

In 1972, however, the Congress found that minorities
and women were significantly absent at higher levels in Fed-
eral employment and in some geographic areas where they con-
stituted significant proportions of the population. These
findings, among others, led to amending title VII of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 to cover Federal employment. The
Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1972 added section 717
to title VII to provide this coverage (42 U.S.C. 2000e-16).

In 1978 the Congress reaffirmed and amended its anti-
discrimination pelicy for Federal employment. The Civil
Service Reform Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-454) clearly states
for the first time that a basic policy of civil service re-
form is to provide a competent, honest, and productive Fed-
eral work force reflective of the country's diverse popula-
tion. This policy is to be implemented consistent with
merit principles. The first merit principle states that re-
cruitment should be from qualified individuals from appro-
priate sources to achieve a work force from all segments of
society. Selection and advancement should be determined on
the basis of relative ability, knowledge, and skills, after
fair and open competition which assures that all persons re-
ceive equal opportunity.

Section 310 1/ of the act established the Minority Re-
cruitment Program as a means of implementing this policy.
It requires each executive agency to conduct a continuing
recruitment program to eliminate underrepresentation of mi-
norities in specific Federal job categories.

1/Section 310 of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1278 amended
section 7151, title 5, United States Code (U.S.C.). Section
703(a){1) of the Civil Service Reform Act then rede51gnated
5 U.8.C. 7151 as 5 U.S8.C. 7201.



ROLES OF EEQOC AND OFFICE
OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT

Section 310 specifies program respconsibilities of EEOC
and the Office of Personnel Management {(OPM).

Section 310 required that, within 60 days after the
act's passage, EEOC establish guidelines to be used in carry-
ing out the recruiting program; make determinations of under-
representation which are proposed to ke used initially under
the program; and transmit these determinations to the agen-
cies involved, to OPM, and to the Congress.

The law further directed that, within 180 days of enact=~
ment, OPM issue regqulations to implement a minority recruit-
ment program. The regulations were to provide, to the maxi-
mum extent practicable, for each agency to conduct a continu-
ing recruitment program designed to eliminate minority and
women underrepresentation in varicus categories of civil
service employment.

OPM is also responsible for providing agencies with con-
tinuing assistance to carry out these programs, for conduct-
ing a continuing program of monitoring and supervision to
determine the effectiveness of these program, and for report-
ing annually to the Congress not later than January 31 cof
each year.

In addition to the role established for EECC by the act,
EEOC has integrated FEORF into the affirmative action plan-
ning process required by section 717 of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 as amended. Section 717 requires agencies to main-
tain affirmative action programs to insure enforcement of
Federal equal employment opportunity policy, to apply the
same legal standards of prohibited discrimination established
for private emplcyers to the Federal Government, and to elim-
inate discrimination that the Congress found existed through-
out the Federal employment system.

EEOC is responsible for reviewing and approving agency
affirmative action plans. BAgency FECRF plans are included
as part of their affirmative action plans.

ROLES OF AGENCIES

Acencies are required, to the extent practicable, to
cdevelop recruiting programs to eliminate underrepresenta-
tion of minorities and women. The head of each agency is
regquired to specifically assicn responsibility for program



CHAPTER 2

EMERGING POLICY ISSUES FOR ACHIEVING

A REPRESENTATIVE WORK FORCE

With the passage of the Civil Service Reform Act of
1978, the Government, for the first time, must try to have
a work force which specifically reflects the labor force of
the United States.

However, during the first year of implementing the
legislation, several issues have emerged which will affect
the future direction of the Government in recruiting, hiring,
and promoting minorities and women in sufficient numbers to
achieve a representative Federal work force. These issues
are (1) how the country's labor force is to be defined for
FEORP, (2) how to apply the civilian labor force (CLF) for
measuring underrepresentation, and (3) how to integrate the
CLF into the affirmative action goal-setting process.

The difficulties agencies may have with the practical
consequences of EEOC's and OPM's approaches to implementing
section 310 of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 are only
beginning to become apparent. But how the agencies deal with
these emerging issues will determine, to a large extent, the
Government's success in achieving a representative work force.

DEFINING THE LABOR FORCE

The act mandated that the Government eliminate underrep-
resentation of minorities and women in civil service employ-
ment. The act defines underrepresentation as a situation in
which the percentage of a minority group within a category of
civil service employment is less than its equivalent percen-
tage within the labor force of the country, as determined
under the most recent decennial or mid~decade census or cur-
rent population survey taken under title 13 of the United
States Code.

In interpreting "labor force of the United States,"
EEOC and OPM have adopted the definition of CLF as used in
census data reporting, which includes all persons 16 years
of age and over, except those in the Armed Forces, who are
employed or who are unemployed and seeking employment.

OPM and EEOC officials told us that this definition is
the only interpretation that meets the parameters specified
in the act. Any other definition would merely accept the:



factors as whether the gross underrepresentation figures
might be realistically achievable and whether geographic dis-
tribution of minorities and women is accurately reflected.
Consequently, OPM's and EEOC's approaches may exaggerate
underrepresentation of minorities and women and may result
in agencies' developing recruiting programs that will yield
minimal results.

Agency requirements for
computing underrepresentation

OPM provided agencies with specific instructions for
computing underrepresentation for FEORP, which were based
on EEOC guidelines.

Federal Fersonnel Manual (FPM) Letter 720-2, dated
September 19, 1979, instructs agencies to make determinations
of underrepresentation by women and minority groups for each
¢grade level within

--broad occupational categories, which are professional,
administrative, technical, clerical, and other:

~~mainstream occupations, which are highly populous oc-
cupaticns and which tend to lead to higher level po-~
sitions within an agency; and

~~wage~system occupations, which are blue-ccllar occu-~
pations within an agency.

According to the instructions, agencies are generally
required to use the higher of either local or national CLF
statistics as the baseline for determining underrepresenta-
tion. The local CLF is the civilian labor force for the
Standard Metropeclitan Statistical Area (SMSA) or for the
State, depending on the location cf the agency component
and the feasible recruiting area. Where an agency or agency
component is in a local area with higher concentrations of
minorities and women than are found in the national CLF, the
agency must usuvally use the higher local figure to determine
underrepresentatiocn., If the agency or agency component 1s
located in a local area with lower concentrations of minori-
ties and women than are found in the national CLF, the higher
national ficure must ke used.

Both CPM and EEOC Lelieve the use of higher goals is
justified for those areas with higher concentrations because
it will result in generating greater numbers of potential
candidates with requisite skills for Federal employment.



BLACK CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE
AS PERCENT OF TOTAL CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE
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civilian labor market. Therefore, if agencies are successful
in recruiting at these levels, the Federal work force will
contain greater representation of minorities and women than
their representation in the CLF.

Agencies located throughout the country will have
practical problems in trying to design recruiting programs
based on higher CLF figures. For example, an agency located
in Boise, Idaho, typically employs individuals in clerical
and technical occupations which are normally recruited lo~
cally. However, it uses national CLF statistics to measure
underrepresentation for each minority group, except white
women, because national figures are greater in each case.

To eliminate underrepresentaticn, the agency would have to
design recruiting programs which would cover a larger geo-
graphic area. If it were to recruit only locally, the agency
may have difficulties in eliminating underrepresentation.

Similar situations may occur in other geographic areas;
for example, an agency unit located in Baltimore. Baltimore
has a high rate of Black unemployment. Many positions are
clerical or administrative, for which persons are recruited
locally. In developing its recruitment plan and its affirm-
ative action plan, the agency uses local CLF statistics for
Black men and women but uses national CLF statistics for
Hispanic men and women. The agency finds it is not under-
represented for Blacks but is underrepresented for Hispanics.
Consequently, it will conduct an extensive recruiting program
for Hispanics but will expend little effort to recruit addi-
tional Black men or women for these positions because they
are not underrepresented. Although many unemployed Blacks
could be qualified to fill vacancies in the agency, they will
not be actively recruited.

INTEGRATING THE USE OF CLF
INTO THE AFFIRMATIVE ACTION
GOAL-SETTING PROCESS

Measuring underrepresentation is an important first step
to planning an agency's recruitment program. However, re-
cruitment does not guarantee that minorities and women will
be hired. Because of this, EEOC integrated the CLF concept
used in FEORP into its Affirmative Action Program and re-
quires agencies to develop hiring goals for women and minor-
ities on the basis of their representation in the CLF.

On December 12, 1979, EEOC issued instructions to agen-

cies on preparing affirmative action plans for fiscal year
1980. Agencies were requested to:
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Using CLF to measure underrepresentation
for Affirmetive Action Programs

OPM and EEOC aggregate labor force data for measuring
underrepresentation may not accurately reflect the distribu-
tion of minorities and women in specific occupations within
the labor market. There is a significant disparity between
the representation of minorities and women in many specific
occupations and their representation in either the local
CLF cr the national PLF.

We obtained information on the distribution of minori-
ties and women for 15 nonprofessional occupational groups
that were used by the Department of the Air Force in develop-
ing its Affirmative Action Program.

In a significant number of the 15 nonprofessional occu-
pational groups, the representation of minorities and women
in specific occupations--as measured by the Eureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS)--was less than their representation in the
national CLF. For example, Black women represent 2.3 percent
of encineering, physical science, and mathematical technicians
but 4.8 percent of the CLF. (See app. III, p. 39.)

We also found that EEOC's agcgregate data for the PLF
did not accurately measure the distribution of minorities
and wemen in professional occupaticns. In technical organi-
zations, such as the National Aercnautics and Space Adminis-
tration, the Geological Survey in the Department of the
Interior, the Air Force Systems Command in the Department
of Air Force, and the Department of Energy, many professional
occupations are poor substitutes for each other. Because of
this, knowledge of representation by academic specialty is
crucial for evaluating compliance with egual employment
policy.

We developed statistics by women and minority groups
for 11 professional occupations. 1In a significant numrber
of professional occupations, the distribution of minorities
and womren was less than their representation in the aggregate
PLF.

Availakility of mincrities
and women is limited

Basically, agencies have two sources of supply from
which to hire minorities and women. For many entry-level
positions in the Government, there is the non-Government
CLF. For many non-entry-level positions, there is the

13



Hispanic women, 2.0 percent Asian men, 0.0 percent Asian
women, 1.8 percent American Indian men, and 0.0 percent
American Indian women.

As its first step, the regional office computes the
underrepresentation index for women and each minority group
in this occupation. The following table shows the under-
representation for women and each minority group.

Column A Column B Column C
Underrepresen-
Percent represen- Percent tation index
tation in office represen- (column A F
Minority/women work force tation in PLF  column Bx100
White women 1.0 30.2 3.3
Black men 1.0 3.4 29.4
Black women .0 3.1 .0
Hispanic men 2.0 3.4 58.8
Hispanic women .0 1.9 .0
Asian men 2.0 1.8 111.1
Asian women .0 .3 .0
American Indian
men 1.8 .1 180.0
American Indian
women .0 .1 .0

According to EEOC guidelines, an index of 50 cr less indi-
cates that the agency is severely underrepresented. The of-
fice finds it 1is severely underrepresented fcor women and

all minority categories except Hispanic men, Asian men,

and American Indian men.

Following EECC's cuidelines for affirmative action, the
agency computed its hiring gcals for 1980 by multiplyling the
number of vacancies it anticipated by the representation of
minorities and women in the PLF (which may be different from
representation in the CLF) and doubled the hiring goal for
severely underrepresented targeted groups.
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The limited supply of minorities and women in this
occupation makes it very difficult for the regional office
to meet its affirmative action goals. Moreover, the regicnal
office would be in competition with other Federal agencies,
State and local governments, and the private sector for a
limited resource. Therefore, it could take many years before
the agency could meet its hiring goal.

EEOC's approach also treats the irternal availability of
minorities and women as the potential supply from which to
£fill higher level positions within the agency. EEOC's as-
sumption is that all qualified and qualifiable employees in
lower positions comprise the internal supply. However, the
assumption may not be entirely valid because it gives little
consideration to whether these employees are equally gquali-
fied and interested in the position regardless of wages, per-
sonal preferences, and needs.

Time frames for eliminating
underrepresentation

Althouch agencies are required to develop hiring goals,
EEOC has not provided for agencies to develop specific time
frames for eliminating underrepresentation of mincrities and
women. However, time frames are necessary to insure that
progress can ke measured and cbjectively evaluated for re-
sults.

Such time frames will depend on the availability of mi-
norities and women in occupations and the opportunity an
agency has to hire them. 1In certain occupations, it may take
only a few years for agencies to have a representative work
force, because qualified minorities and women are readily
available and numerous vacancies exist. 1In other occcupa-
tions, it may take many years for an agency to have a rep-
resentative work force, because qualified minorities and women
are not available and there are few vacancies.

It may be very difficult to evaluate the reasonableness
of an agency's progress in eliminating underrepresentation
of minorities and women unless time frames are established
for measuring progress. Once an agency identifies its vacan-
cies and availability of minorities and women, it should be
able to establish appropriate time frames. Agency managers
can ke readily assessed on their performance toward achieving
milestones and be held accountatle for their actions.
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occupational data and time frames as the baseline for
establishing short-term and intermediate-range hiring gcals.

MATTERS FOR CCNSIDERATION BY
THE CONGRESS

The Congress should consider the practical difficulties
agencies face in trying to achieve a representative work
force based on EECC's definition. The Congress may wish
to clarify its intent on how representation should be defined
and achieved. :

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATICN

In commenting on our recommendation, EEOC recognized the
existence of the practical problems outlined in the report.
However, it indicated that the language of the statute com-
pels the use of the CLF as the standard for determining
underrepresentation for purposes of FEOKP. It indicated alsoc
that it is working with the Department of Labor and the
Census Bureau to develop mecre reliable estimates of occupa-
tional differentiation for use in the future.

EEOC suggested we modify our draft report's recommenda-
tion that EEOC should gather appropriate availability data
for minorities and women for various Federal occupaticns.
EECC suggested that the recommendaticn should be that EEOC
gather appropriate occupaticonal data for relevant labor
markets. EECC said this would be mcre appropriate because

~~the affirmative action objectives of FEORP and
section 717 will ke better served by flexibility
in grouping cccupational data,

—--the term "availability" is a term of art that speaks
to extremely technical and specific occupational
comparisons that are inapprcopriate to both programs,
and .

--both EEOC and OFM agree that more detailed and current
occupaticnal data are necessary to meet program cbijec-
tives.

We did not intend to use "availability” as a technical
term as indicated by EECC. Since EECC's suggested modifica-
tion will accomplish cur intended cbijective of determining
underrepresentation on a more realistic basis than is now
occurring, we have agreed tc the change.

19



CHAPTER 3

STARTUP PROBLEMS AND STATUS OF FEORP

Executive agencies are responsible primarily for
establishing recruiting programs to eliminate underrepresen-
tation of minorities and women. Abcut 1 year after the pas-
sage of the legislation authorizing FEORP, few agencies had
developed and implemented plans addressing their underrepre-
sentation problems. Although agencies were slow in getting
started, they are committed to FECKP and have made some
progress.

OPM and EEOC are responsible for administering FECRP.
Although OPM and EEOC have recently taken steps to clarify
their roles and responsibilities, they need to do more.

STATUS OF FEORP IMPLEMENTATION
IN AGENCIES

OPM required agencies to have operational recruitment
plans in place by Cctcber 1, 19792. OPM's first annual re-
port on FEORP indicated that few agencies had done so by
that date.

The report alsc stated that, as of January 11, 1980,
61 agencies had sent reports on the status of their plans
to OPM. It indicated that, although several agencies
had their plans ready by January 11, 1980, about 70 per-
cent of the 61 agencies were still developing their plans.
Alsoc, the agencies were making underrepresentation deter-
minations, setting recruitment priorities, and identify-
ing appropriate approaches to targeted recruitment.

At congressional hearings on June 10, 1980, OPM testi-
fied that agencies' progress in establishing FECRF plans
had teen slower than expected. GCPM officials believed that
this was due, at least in part, tc the fact that the details
of implementing FEORP plans were decisions the agencies had
to make for themselves, and time was neeced to develop solu-
tions.

Cur review of eioht agencies indicated that activity
in developinc FEORP plang increased considerably after
Octcber 1, 19272. The following table shows increases in ac-
tivity as of October 1, 1979, and January 31, 1980, at these
agencies.
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Agency officials told us that FEORP plans were delayed
during the first year because of late program guidance,
significant data collection requirements, and the uncertain
relationship between FEORP and affirmative action plan de-
velopment.

Late FEORP guidance

On April 13, 1979, OPM issued regulations--title 5,
part 720, Code of Federal Regulations (1980)--requiring the
head of each agency to specifically assign program implemen-
tation responsibility to an appropriate agency official.

The regulations required agencies to develop plans for the
headquarters level by July 1, 1979, and by October 1, 1979,
for other agency components. These other components would
be designated by EEOC under affirmative action instructions.

The regulations stated that agency FEORP plans would
be incorporated into the agency affirmative action plan,
pursuant to requlations and instructions of EEOC. The regu-
lations stated further that OPM would issue guidance to
agencies providing them with the data, criteria, and occupa-
tional groupings to determine underrepresentation.

OPM experienced delay in implementing the program.
It planned to provide additicnal program guidance to agen-
cies at the same time it issued the regulations. However,
it could not provide guidance as planned because of delays
in obtaining accurate CLF data. Therefore, OPM considered
it unrealistic for most agency headquarters to meet expected
dates. Subsequently, on June 8, 1979, OPM extended the date
for developing headquarters plans from July 1 to October 1,
1972. Rowever, agency components were still required to
develop their plans by October 1, 1979. The October 1 date
was chosen, OPM said, because of concern that the program
should be implemented within 1 year after passage of the act.

Draft guidance--FPM Letter 720-1 dated July 17, 1979--
was provided 3 months after the April regulations were is-
sued. Agencies were instructed to begin immediately to apply
this guidance to develop and implement their FEORP plans by
October 1, 1979. However, most agencies did little with
the guidance. Several agencies were waiting for EEOC guide-
lines on affirmative action which designated agency compo-
nents required to develop FEORP plans.

OPM issued formal guidance~-FPM Letter 720-2,

September 19, 1979--which instructed agencies to incorporate
any changes from FPM Letter 720-1 into their FEORP plans.
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For fiscal year 1980, the Army used individual occupations
in its career program to determine underrepresentation for
FEORF. It is also developing a data base to provide infor-
mation by professional, administrative, technical, clerical,
and other.

OPM recognized that agencies were being overwhelmed with
many competing data collection requirements. On February 9,
1980, the Deputy Director, OPM, was told by his staff that
agencies were having problems in gathering the necessary
data and that agencies may be placing excessive concern on
the data analysis, rather than on developing recruitment
plans.

OPM could eliminate some of the data requirements by
using its Central Personnel Data File. This file provides
information on minorities and women by broad occupational
categories, individual occupations, or any other desired
grouping. This information can be reported on a Government-
wide basis, on an agencywide basis, and for the top two
organization levels within an agency--for example, a head-
quarters and major operating components. OPM is planning
to expand the file below the second level beginning in 1982.

Relationship between FEORP and

EEOC requires that FEORP plans be included as part of
an agency affirmative action plan. During the early stages
of FEORP development, several agencies were concerned about
possible conflicts between OPM's approaches to FEORP and
EEOC's approaches to affirmative action.

These concerns caused at least three agencies to delay
FEORP's development and implementation.

--On December 18, 1979, the Assistant Secretary for
Perscnnel Administration at the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare 1/ told OPM that FEORP plan-
ning guidance for components was held up until EEOC
affirmative action instructions were issued to insure

1/0n May 4, 1983, the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare responsibilities were split between the Department
of Education and the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices.
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Preliminary evaluation criteria were published in FPM
Letter 720-2, dated September 19, 1979. Nevertheless, OPM
officials responsible for personnel management evaluations
believe that it is highly unlikely FEORP's effectiveness can
be evaluated against these criteria dQuring the first year
and that it may take several years before FEORP can be effec-
tively evaluated.

OPM has been monitoring FEORP's status through its on-
going review of the implementation of the Civil Service
Reform Act. On April 5, 1979, it developed a survey instru-
ment to be used in evaluating the act's implementation.
Several data elements pertained to developing and implement-
ing FEORP in agency installations.

On June 15, 1979, OPM reported on its first comprehen~
sive summary of the act's implementation. This summary was
based on information received from 49 installations. Over
one~third of these were in the Department of the Army. Ac-
cording to OPM, FEORP was receiving a "relatively high degree
of positive activity" at Army installations, and at least
four installations had received information or instructions
on FEORP. OPM also reported that several installations had
workable FEORP plans and were implementing them. However,
the Army did not issue guidance until September 28, 1979,
and, therefore, these installations could not have developed
and implemented FEORP plans in conformance with Army instruc-
tions.

The second activity included developing and preparing
OPM's annual report to the Congress. According to OPM's
plan, the report would address FEORP's effectiveness. OPM's
first annual report was a status report rather than a report
on the program's effectiveness, because few plans had been
developed and implemented in time to meet the reporting
deadline.

The third activity required OPM to develop a sampling
plan for reviewing agency FEORP plans. Since OPM did not
routinely request the plans, it intended to draft agency
selection criteria and to prepare a final survey plan by
mid-October 1979. As of June 16, 1980, OPM could not pro-
vide us with either these criteria or the final survey
plan.

EEQC evaluation milestones

EEOC's internal plan for reviewing and approving FEORP
plans required its Office of Government Employment to review
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(3) computing and indexing underrepresentation. These issues
apparently emerged from Federal agency reaction to EEOC's
proposed instructions for fiscal year 1980 affirmative action
plans.

OPM officials believed that additional efforts tc re-
solve these issues would inevitably delay issuing final guid-
ance and would, in their estimation, necessitate further
slippage of the date for requiring FEOKF plans. FPM Letter
720-2 was issued without change.

OPM officials believed that this delay occurred because
OPM and EEOC had not specifically defined their responsibil-
ities for FECRP. OPM and EEOC have since stated their re-
spective responsibilities for FEORP and the Affirmation Ac-
tion Program and have drafted a memorandum of understanding
regarding interrelationships between Federal personnel man—
agement and equal employment cpportunity programs. However,
in our opinion, these steps are inadequate because they do
not clearly delineate (1) how, when, or who reviews guidance
and {(2) what actions, review consultation, and approval must
be taken to resclve conflicts that may occur in issuing or
modifying guidance.

Apprcocaches to defining
occupaticnal categories

CPM's and EEOC's approaches to defining the occupational
categories for measuring underrepresentation have been incon-
sistent. OFM quidelines for FEORF instruct agencies to use
mainstream cccupations and broad occupational groupings--
professional, administrative, technical, clerical, and other,

EEOC affirmative action instructicons require agencies to
determine underrepresentation for their six most populous
occupations. These determinatiocns are used to set affirma-
tive action recruitment strategies and to establish hiring
goals.

In the eight agencies we observed, a variety of methods
were being used to measure underrepresenation. The following
takble shows how each of the eight agencies categorized its
work force. As a result, there will ke a lack of consistency
in defining occupaticnal categories.
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a particular occupation in grades 1 through 4. This
occupation is a mainstream occupation for that office, and
Black women account for 3.5 percent of the work force. Data
shows a 2.9 percent representation of Black women in the lo-~
cal CIF and a 4.8 percent representation of Black women in
the national CLF. This grade level falls under OPM's blanket
authorization. Therefore, for FEORP the agency would compare
its percentage of Black women in this occupation with the
percentage of Black women in the local CLF. The agency finds
that it is not underrepresented because the percentage of
Black women in its work force is greater than the percentage
of Black women in the local CLF.

On the other hand, the agency must compare Black women
in its work force with national CLF data for affirmative
action planning. The agency finds it is underrepresented
in Black women because their percentage in the work force
is less than their percentage in the national CLF. As a
result, the agency would have to develop a recruiting pro-
gram for its affirmative action plan.

We believe that OPM and EEOC should decide on one
approach to granting blanket exceptions for grade 4 posi-
tions and below that will insure consistent program devel-
opment for both FEORP and affirmative action programs.

Determining underrepresentation
in professional occupations

Another inconsistency could occur in determining under-
representation in professional occupations because of differ-
ent data used for FEORP and the Affirmative Action Program.
For FEORP, OPM regqulations require agencies to compare their
professional work force against the higher of the national
or local CLF data in making determinations of underrepresen-
tation for professional occupaticns. On the other hand,

EEOC requires agencies to compare their professional work
force with the higher of the naticnal or local PLF data
for affirmative action.

The following table shows the data to be used in making
these determinations in selected areas.
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Consider, for example, a situation where an agency
component located in Atlanta is calculating underrepresenta-
tion for a mainstream professional cccupation. EBlack men ac-
count for 7 percent of the component's work force in this
occupation. For FEORP, Black men would be underrepresented,
because their representation in the national CLF is higher
than their representation in the occupation (10.6 percent
versus 7 percent). However, for affirmative action, Black
men would be overrepresented, because their representation
in the work force (7 percent) is higher than their represen-
tation in the PLF (6 percent). The component would be re-
gquired to develop a recruiting strategy for FEORP but not
for affirmative action.

OPM and EEOC need to determine how underrepresentation
for professional occupations should be measured. A consist-
ent apprcach to defining underrepresentation for professional
occupations will eliminate potential conflicts in program
evaluation between FEORP and affirmative action.

Potential issues in evaluating FEORP plans

OPM and EEOC are responsible for evaluating FEORF plans.
To avoid duplication and inconsistency, OPM and EECC should
coordinate their common evaluation responsibilities. Al-
though they had taken some action to do this, at the time
of our review, they had not fully coordinated their evalu-
aticn responsibilities. The lack of specific evaluation
responsibilities for FECRP, together with inconsistent de-
velopment of agency FEORF plans, may lead to inconsistent
and duplicate evaluations by OPM and EEOC.

Other potential issues which OPM and EEOC must address
to avoid duplication and inconsistency in evaluating FEORP
follow.

~~-Should gquantitative or qualitative data be used to
measure agehcy recruiting efforts? There is some
concern that EEOC relies too much on gquantitative data
in assessing agency recruiting efforts. Officials at
several agencies believe it is necessary to look at
gualitative information, such as agency relationships
with minority institutions, quality of recruiting ma-
terial, and guality of recruiters.

--How do OPM and EEOC regicnal staff coordinate with
each other in evaluating agency efforts to achieve
full representation of minorities and women in the
work force? Officials at koth agencies were unsure
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result in FEORP plans being an attachment rather than a
consistent and effective element of affirmative action plans.

To prevent executive agencies from being overwhelmed
by FECRP data requirements, OPM and EEOC should help them
by determining what data is already available. In particu-
lar, OPM and EECC should determine what data is in OPM's
Central Personnel Data File and how it can be used in agency
FEORP and affirmative action plans.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Director, OPM, and the Chair,
EEQC,

~~clarify their respective responsibilities for managing
FEORP, which would include determining (1) the author-
ity for respective responsibilities and (2) the ac-
ticons each agency must take when issuing and medifying
regulations and cuidelines;

--clarify (1) common evaluation responsibilities and
(2) how they will be coordinated to eliminate duplica-
tion and inconsistency:

--identify and eliminate inconsistencies ketween the
recruitment program and the Affirmative Action Pro-
gram so that FEORP becomes an effective element of
affirmative action plans: and

--examine the data requirements for recruitment plans
and determine what data can be used from OPM's Central
Personnel Data File to minimize agencies' data burden
and allow agencies more time to develop and implement
the plans.

AGENCY CCOMMENTS ANLC
OUR EVALUATION

EECC agreed with our recommendations and pointed out
program areas in which EEOC and OPM have achieved consist-
ency. EEOC indicated that it would enter into a Memorandum
cf Understanding with CFM that will further clarify respec-
tive roles. In addition, OPM staff has been included as part
of EEOC's current effort to develop affirmative action in-
structions for multiyear affirmative action planning. EECC
intends to identify the remaining areas of inconsistency and
where they reflect different policies to clearly explain
those differences.
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Degcription
of occupations

Engineering, physical science, and
mathematical technicians

Those who support the morale, welfare,
and recreation functions

These working 1n functional environ-
ment of visual and verbal arts

Those who manage specific tangible
facilities or wateriel resources

Position concerned with specialized
management and administration

Positions that support the manage-
ment structure ’

Camputer technician positions

Business and 1ndustrlal related
functicns

Positions related to the functional
knowledge and skills of procure-
ment

Equipment specialists and material
and materiel management positions

Business technicians involved with
packaging

Supply and transportation positions

Positions 1nvolving transportation
technicians

Gereral clerical positions
Biclogical and medical technicians

Number of nonprofessional occupa-
tional groups where distribution
of minorities and women is less
thap their distribution in the
national CLF

source: CLF—Office of Personnel Management, FPM Letter 720-2, Sept. 19, 1979, app. B,
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APPENDIX V APPENDIX V

Umited States of America

, Office of
Personnel Management  washngion, D.C 20815

In Reply Reter Tos ! Your Reference

Mr. H. L. Krieger ‘ : '

Director

Federal Personnel and Compensation
Division

General Accounting Office

441 G Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Krieger:

This responds to your request for OPM comments on the draft of GAO's
proposed report on "“Achieving: Representation of Minorities and Women in
the Federal Work Force: Emerging Issues and Management Problems."

In general, we feel the report presents an accurate and balanced assess-
ment of OPM's efforts to implement the Federal Equal Opportunity Recruit-
ment Program and to try to ensure consistency between it and the affirmative
action program requirements administered by EEOC. Based on our reading of
the draft, however, we feel that there 1s a major philosophic or conceptual
difference between OPM and GAO with respect to FEORP and affirmative action
program interrelationships. You seem to imply throughout the report that
the requirements for these programs should be identicial in every respect.
We believe our efforts should focus on ensuring maximum consistency and in
avoiding undue workload demands on agencies and are continuing to work with
EEOC and other agencies toward that end.

We also have some general concerns about Chapter 3 of the report. We feel

to a large extent that it includes a number of assertions which are not fully
documented. For example, it attributes "interpretation" of the law to OPM
and EEOC without any indication of how the law might otherwise be read. It
also includes “availability" statistics without indication of how those data
were developed. In addition, its focus on the new graduate and the unemployed
ignores the burning issue for minorities and women of the discouraged worker.
We believe that, while it may be appropriate for Congress to make its intent
known, that intent should be stated on an informed basis. The "problems"

described concerning FEORP should not automatically be attributed to OPM and
EEQC.

We are enclosing some additional specific comments regarding the draft which
we feel will help to clarify it and improve its accuracy.

GON 114-24-3
January 1979
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ir""b\ EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION

@ WASHINGTON, D. C. 20506

OFFICE OF THE CHAIR

August 21, 1980

Gregory J. Ahart, Director
General Accounting Office
441 G Street, N, W,
Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Ahart:

In response to your recent letter, I am attaching EEOC's
written comments on the General Accounting Office draft
report: "Achieving Representation of Minorities and

Women in the Federal Work Force: Emerging Issues and
Management Problems".

If there are any questions on this, they should be directed
to Mr. Preston David, Executive Director, 2401 E Street,

N. W., Washington, D. C. 20506.

Sincerely,

aq_“m ﬂ'[,,“,__ Ng/’;v\ ﬁb"

Eleanor Holmes Norton
Chalr

Attachments
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broader rather than more narrow categories of professional specialities as a
basis for setting goals.

B. Integration of the Labor Force concept into Affirmative Action goal setting.

. Differentiation of CLF

While we felt compelled by the statue to adopt the CLF concept for
FEORP, we recognized that affirmative action hiring and promotion goals
must, of necessity, take into account immediately relevant skills. We
recognized that the "qualified or qualifiable” component of the Labor
Force is the immediately relevant element for setting short-term
affirmative action goals. Thus our Management Directive MD 702 of
December 12, 1979 required that, for purposes of setting affirmative
action hiring goals, that the CLF be differentiated into Professional and
non-Professional categories. Additional underrepresentation
determinations were to be made using the percentage of each group in the
professional category of the National, or SMSA, CLF. This, it seemed to
us, anticipated and partically alleviated the problems identified by the
report with respect to goal setting in terms of relevant skills.

Unfortunately, reliable Labor Force data for occupational differentiation
of the CLF was not (and is not) readily available. 1970 Census data is
substantially out of date, The Current Population Survey Series is based on
too small a sample for our purposes and does not contain comprehensive
data for either all groups or geographical areas. However, applying
sophisticated statistics and "rate of change" extrapolations, we were able
to develop rough estimates of current participation percentages for
minorities and women in professional occupations. These estimates are not
satisfactory for the long term but were, we believed practical for the
limited scope of Affirmative Action Planning for the transition year of
1980. It should be noted that EEOC specifically rejected narrow
occupation-by-occupation availability and would not concur with the GAQ
recommendation to use such narrow measures for setting affirmative
action goals. Accordingly, we suggest that your recommendation on page
20 be modified to state that EEOC and DOL should work together in order
to gather appropriate occupational data for relevant labor markets, not
"availability" data. This is a more appropriate concept because:

o the affirmative action objectives of FEORP and Section 717 will
be better served by flexibility in grouping occupational data;

e the term "availability” is a term of art that speaks to extremely
technical and specific occupational comparisons that are
inappropriate to both programs; and

e both EEOC and OPM agree that more detailed and current
occupational data are necessary to meet program objectives.
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o The requirement that agencies submit FEORP plans directly to
EEQOC facilitate analysis and evaluation of the total agency
affirmative action effort; and,

¢ Compatible requirements for the use of innovative staffing
techniques and special authorities to enhance both recruitment
and affirmative hiring.

Moreover, EEQC and OPM will enter intoc a Memorandum of Understanding
that will further clarify respective roles, and help to coordinate on-site
review and evaluation FEORP, so that agencies will not be subjected to
dual, and perhaps inconsistent, reviews.

EEQCC currently is developing affirmative action instructions for
multi-year planning. OPM staff is included in this effort. We intend the
new Imnstructions to elimihate any confusion that may now exist with
respect to the roles and requirements of OPM and EEOC. We will
specifically identify remaining areas of inconsistency and, where they
reflect different policies, such differences will be clearly explained. For
example, the need for a separate determination of underrepresentation for
professional occupations was explained this year, and justified because
Section 717 results in hiring to meet affirmative action goals, while
FEORP does not. This difference will be furthered amplified and clarified
in the multi-year instructions, In addition, the task force that is writing
muiti-year instructions will explore ways to use OPM's Central Personnel
Data File (CPDF) in order to provide more current data for use by Federal
agencies in developing FEORP and 717 plans, as well as to reduce
burdensome and duplicative statistical data gathering for these purposes.
We will work with CPDF to develop computer programs that will meet both
plans' requirements and that will be suitable for evaluation models
described below.

During the transition year, EEOC placed primary emphasis on technial
assistance in agency development of affirmative action planning.
Development of evaluation models was delayed until the Commission could
review the experience of agencies with approach adopted by EEOC. The
evaluation model we are initially adopting will be limited to FY 80 AAP's
and agency experience under those years, We will continue to emphasize
technical assistance, particularly as we impose more complex procedures
required in multi-year planning. More sophisticated evaluation models wi_ll
be developed for these multi-year plans which are to be submitted in
April 1981.

As we develop and apply these models we will work closely with OPM to
assure minimum duplication and inconsistency.

CONCLUSION

EEOC would have required a vigorous affirmative recryiting strategy as a
component of agency affirmative action plans developed pursuant to Section 717,
EEOC has the statutory authority to impose such requirements, Reorganization
Plan No. I transferred Section 717 authority from the Civil Service Commission to
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EEOC. However, Section 310 bifurcated affirmative action authority by giving
authority over the important FEORP program to OPM. It is incumbent upon both
agencies to work in a coordinated fashion; despite our differing statutory
authortities, we see the programs as unitary and interrelated. We will continue in
concert to strengthen both programs. In this first year, we have learned many
important lessons that will result in a vastly improved program next year. We are
confident that agencies are supportive of the goals of FEORP and Section 71{7; the
more specific and -detailed requirements imposed by OPM and EEOC should result
in appreciable and measurable progress in the very near future,

GAC note: The attachment is not included.

(964149)
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2. Use of Higher of National or SMSA CLF

A second criticism raised by the report was the use of the higher of either
the National or SMSA CLF as a basis for determining underrepresentation.
Both OPM and EEOC adopted this rule. The OPM directive gave blanket
authority to wuse the Jocal level percentages for determining
underrepresentation for lowgraded employees. EEOC was not explicit in
its directive, but it was assumed that only in exceptional circumstances
would the local percentage not be appropriate for grades 4 and below, since
mast of those grades are in clerical, technical or wage board categories.

Both EEOC and OPM believe the use of higher goals is justified for those
areas with higher concentrations of minorities because these higher
concentrations ensure greater numbers of potential candidates with
requisite skills for Federal employment. Moreover, the use of national
figures where there are lower concentrations of minorities is justified
because both agencies consider the Federal government to be a national
employer. The Federal Civil Service Personnel System is common to
Federal employers throughout the United States. Jobs are described,
classified and filled by a common set of standards and processes.
Personnel qualified for a particular position anywhere in the Federal sector
are technically, by centralized policy definition, qualified for the same
type of position everywhere. Thus, particularly for higher graded and
professional job categories, agency field components should recruit and
hire at rates at least as great as the national CLF.

Given that minorities and women are generally underrepresented at higher
grade levels, this policy is both practical and theoretically sound.

We found the examples of potential anomalies strained. The outcomes
hypothesized in the report, while arguably possible in the long term, are
highly improbable in any reasonably short term future. We still believe the
nolicies adopted, and in the short term, can be administered so as not to
produce the gross anomalies suggested by the report.

3. Coordination of FEORP and AAP

We agree with the reecommendations that there be some improvements in
definition and clarification of OPM and EEOC's respective responsibilities.
Differences in timing and scope of OPM and EEOC directives have
producted problems for some agencies; yet the distinctions between the
two programs flow largely from the fact that FEORP is not a selection or
hiring program. Notwithstanding, this major conceptual difference, OPM
and EEQC achieved consistency in numerous program areas. These include:

o Use of the same methodology for determining underrepresentation
in both programs;

e Incorporation of the basic requirements of the Uniform Guidelines
on Employee Selection Procedures in both programs;

e Compatible criteria for evaluating agency FEORP plans to be
used by OPM and EEQC; :
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INTRODUCTION

The report identified three major areas of concern:

A. Definition of The Labor Force of the United States and its application to
The Federal Equal Opportunity Recruitment Program {FEORP};

B. Integration of The Labor Force concept inte Affirmative Action goal
setting; and,
C. Coordination between EEOC and OPM.

Each of these issues will be dealt with separately below.

A. Definition and Application of the CLF concept for purposes of FEQORP.

The major objections to the definition of CLF adopted by EEOC and OPM is

that it does not consider the "legitimate differences in knowledge, skills and

abilities among groups of people in the CLF; relied on Census data which was

outdated and unreliable; and included individuals under 18 years of age...".

The report assumes that the definition adopted was developed by EEOC and

OPM. Such was not the case. Notwithstanding the language in Section 310 that

refers to "the labor force of the United States", EEOC and OPM were following

Directive 11 of the Office of Federal Statistical Policy and Standards'

"Statistical Policy Directives" (43 F.R. 19267, May 4, 1978...see attached). (5%¢ CAC note,
This directive requires Federal agencies to "use the most current National,
State, or local area labor force or unemployment data published by the Bureau’
of Labor Statistics. .. with respect to all program purposes...". The term
"labor force and unemployment data" are defined in the Directive "to include
all counts or estimates of the total labor force, the civilian labor force, total
employment, total civilian employment, total unemployment and total
unemployment rates. ..". The Directive is designed to achieve consistency in
Federal statistical policy, a mandate that closely parallels EEQC's own mandate
under E.O. 12067.

All the concerns mentioned above were fully considered by EEQC when, in full
consultation with OPM and other agencies, it adopted the "Guidelines for
Development of a Federal Recruitment Program to implement 5 US
Section 7201{c) dated December 9, 1978. However, we believed that the plain
language of the statute and Directive 11 compelled us to use the Civilian Labor
Force as the standard for determining underrepresentation for purposes of
FEORP. We have been working with the Department of Labor and the Census
Bureau to develop more reliable estimates of occupational differentiation for
use in the future. However, it now appears that it will be 1982 before truly
reliable data will be available. In the meantime, we are reexamining our
policies and will utilize the best estimates possible to guide affirmative action
planning. In developing new guidelines we will continue to emphasize the
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We hope you will give these comments and suggestions your serious consider-
ation before the report is finalized,

Sinceykly yours,
/ 4 l //
nd [

irector

Enclosure (gee GAO note.l

GAC note: This enclosure is not included. The specific
comments have been included as appropriate in
the report.
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Description
of occupations
Medical professional, including
veterinarian

Professionals who support medical
professionals

Engineers, physical scientists, all
speciality mathematicians, and re—
lated occupations

Physical scientists, including phar-
machology and horticulture

All professional mathematical occu—
pations

Accountants

Attorney, patent advisor, and patent
attormey

Social scientists and related fields

Biological scientists

Librarians

Fducation Professionals

Nurber of professional occupational
groups where distribution of
minorities and waven is less than

their distribution in the national
FLF

AVATIABILITY OF MINORITIES AND WOMEN IN SELECTED PROFESSICNAL CCCUPATIONS

American American

White Black Black Fispanic Hispanic Asian Asian Indian Indian

WOmELL men women men wOImen men women men wamen
BlS PLF BLS PLF¥ BLS PIF EIS FPLF BIS PLF BIS PLF BLS PLF° BLS PLF ES ELF
{percent }
9.55 30.40 5.56 3.40 2,17 3.10 2.46 1.60 0.20 0.90 0.73 1.80 0.27 0.30 0.25 0.10 G.06 0.10
77.71 30.40 .99 3.40 9.43 3.10 .47 1.60 3.46 .90 .11 1.80 1.15 .30 .04 .10 .21 .10
1.84 30.40 4.42 3.40 .22 3.10 2.30 1l.60 .07 .90 .58 1,80 .01 .30 .1 .10 .00 .10
8,91 30.40 5.71 3.40 .76 3.10 3.04 1.60 .28 .90 .58 1.80 .10 .30 .27 .10 .02 .10
19.23 30.40 1.42 3.40 .62 3.1 .87 1.60 .23 .°¢ .09 1.80 .09 .30 .07 .10 .00 .10
25,29 30.40 3.40 3.40 3.10 3.10 1.79 1.60 1.1 .%0 .44 1.80 .39 .30 .16 .10 .07 .10
9,52 30.40 2.03 3.40 .94 3,10 1.02 1.60 .26 .90 .22 1.80 11 .30 .10 .10 .CO .10
40,24 30,40 2.13 3.40 2.65 3.10 1.12 1.60 .97 .90 .26 1.80 .32 .30 .11 .10 Re ) .10
21.47 30.40 4.92 3.40 2.55 3.10 2.5 1.60 ,90 .90 ,59 1,80 .28 .30 .22 .10 .05 .10
78.10 30.40 1.40 3.40 4.20 3.10 .70 1.60 1.5 .90 .02 1.80 .50 .3¢ .10 .1 .10 .10
46,16 30.40 3.62 3.40 5.97 3.10 1.77 1.60 2.20 .90 .43 1.80 .74 .36 .15 .10 .13 .10
4 11 € 8

Scurce: BlS—Department of the Air Force, Report Number One of the Equal Employment Opportunity Task Group on
Equal Employment Opportunity Goal Setting Methodology, Apr. 1979.

PLF—GAO's culculation using methcdology specified by EEOC in Management Directive 702, Instructions for
Affirmative Action Program Plans for Minorities and Women for Fiscal Year 1980, Dec. 11, 1979.
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COMPARISON OF CLF STATISTICS IN 10 CITIES

American American

XIANTEddAVY

White Black Black Hispanic Hispanic Asian Asian Irdian Indian
woImen men women: men wamen Men  women men women
(percent)

Anchorage, Alaska:

local CLF 36.9 1.4 1.7 ‘0.9 1.1 0.4 0.4 1.6 1.5

National CLF 34,3 5.3 4.8 2.9 1.9 .8 .6 2 .2

Higher of two 36.9 5.3 4.8 2.9 1.9 .8 .6 1.6 1.5
Baltimore:

Local CLF 28.3 11.8 10.0 .5 .3 .2 .1 .1 .0

National CLF 34.3 5.3 4.8 2.9 1.9 .8 .€ .2 .2

Higher of twc 34.3 11.8 10.0 2.9 1.9 .8 .6 2 2
Billings, Mont.:

Local CLF 36.7 .1 .0 1.1 6 1 .1 .5 2

National CIF 34.3 5.3 4.8 2,9 1.9 8 .6 2 .2

Higher of two 36.7 5.3 4.8 2.9 1.9 8 .6 .5 2
Boise:

Local CLF 36.9 .1 .1 1.0 .7 2 2 .1 .0

National CLF 34.3 5.3 4.8 2.9 1.9 .8 .6 .2 2

Higher of two 36.9 5.3 4.8 2.9 1.9 8 .6 2 .2
Corpus Christi, Tex.:

Local CLF 21.5 2.2 2.1 25.6 11.7 1 .0 o] 0

National CLF 34.3 5.3 4.8 2.9 1.9 .8 .6 2 2

Higher of two 34.3 5.3 4.8 25.6 11.7 8 .6 .2 2
tHouston, Tex.:

Local CLF 25.3 10.0 7.9 6.2 2.8 .2 1 .1 0

National CILF 34.3 5.3 4.8 2.9 1.9 2] .6 .2 2

Higher of two 34.3 10.0 7.9 6.2 2.8 .8 6 .2 2
Qmaha, Neb.:

Local CLF 36.2 3.0 2.8 .8 .5 .1 .2 .1 .1

National CLF 34.3 5.3 4.8 2.9 1.9 .8 .6 W2 .2

Higher of two 36.2 5.3 4.8 2.9 1.9 .8 .6 .2 .2
Miami :

Local CLF 24.1 7.1 6.5 15.0 10.7 .1 .1 .0 .0

National CLF 34.3 5.3 4.8 2.9 1.9 .8 .6 .2 .2

Higher of two 34.3 7.1 6.5 15.0 10.7 .8 .6 .2 .2
Fayetteville, N.C.:

Local CLF 33.4 12.0 11.6 .5 .5 .1 -4 .6 .5

National CLF 34.3 5.3 4.8 2.9 1.9 .8 .6 .2 .2

Higher of two 34.3 12.0 11.6 2.9 1.9 8 .6 .6 .5
Oklahcma City:

Local CLF 35.1 3.4 3.3 .9 .5 .1 W1 1.1 7

National CLF 4.3 5.3 4.8 2.9 1.9 .8 .6 .2 .2

Higher of two 35.1 5.3 4.8 2.9 1.9 .8 .6 1.1 .7

Scurce: Office of Personnel Management, FPM Letter 720-2, Sept. 19, 1979, apps. B and C.
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Although not specifically commenting on these recommen-
dations, OPM stated in its response that it believes its
efforts should focus on insuring maximum consistency and
avoiding undue workload demands on agencies. OPM indicated
it is working with agencies and EECC toward that end.
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about how field evaluations for FEORP and affirmative
action could be effectively integrated intoc a sys-
tematic evaluation strategy that eliminates the
possibility of duplication and inconsistent results.

--Coes OPM or EEOC have authority for enforcing FEORP?
There is concern that neither agency has the neces-
sary authority to enforce FEORP regulations and
guidelines.

CONCLUSIONS

The development and implementation of FEORP got off to
a slow start in the eight agencies we reviewed because of
late program guidance, significant data collection require-
ments, and the uncertain relationship between FEORP and
affirmative action. Further, OPM and EEOC did not fully
discharce their evaluation responsibilities on a timely
basis.

Although FECRP is now keing implemented, we believe
that OPM and EEOC should take actions to avoid potential
problems with FEORP. One action is to clarify their roles
and their responsibilities for issuing guidelines. The lack
of clearly delineated responsibilities for reviewing and ap-
proving guidelines was a contributing factor toc the delay
of FEORP guidance at the outset. Future delays in issuing
guidance could be prevented, in part, if OPM and EEOC
specifically state their FEORP responsibilities and how
they will ke accomplished. This information should then
be communicated to executlive agencies.

OPM is required to insure that agencies implement FEOKFE.
EEOC reviews FECRP plans as part cof its review of affirmative
action plans. Although CPM and EEOC officials have taken
some action to coordinate their common evaluation responsi-
bilities to aveoid duplication and incconsistency, they are
not totally adequate. CPM and EECC evaluation responsikili-
ties could be administered more efficiently if they develop
joint evaluation criteria and schedules and decide on a com-
mon set of instructions for use in evaluating FECRP. After
the criteria are develcoped, they should be communicated to
executive agencies.

In its guidelines for develcoping FEORF, EECC required
that FEORF plans be incorpcrated as a consistent and effec-
tive element of affirmative action plans. kLowever, there
are inconsistencies between the two procrams which could
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Caomparison of CLF Representation
Data for FRORP Versus PLF Representation
Data for Affirmative Action Plans

Area Black men Black wamen Hispanic men Hispanic wamen
Affirmative Affirmative Affirmative Affirmative
action action action action
FEORP plans FEORP plans FEORP plans FEORP plans
Washington, D.C. 13.0 8.0 11.8 4.8 2.9 1.9 1.9 0.9
Atlanta 10.6 6.0 9.6 6.8 2.9 1.6 1.9 .9
Chicago 8.3 5.8 6.4 4.4 2.9 1.6 1.9 .9
Denver—-Boulder 5.3 3.4 4.8 3.1 5.9 3.4 3.3 1.9
Philadelphia 8.8 4.4 7.4 4.2 2.9 1.6 1.9 .9
San Francisco 5.3 7.8 4.8 4.0 6.7 2.7 4.0 1.4
Houston 10.0 5.2 7.9 5.3 6.2 4.1 2.8 1.7

St. Louis 7.2 9.4 6.4 6.2 2.9 1.6 1.9 .9



Approaches

To Grouping Agency Work Force

Agency/department

Social Security
Administration

Enerqgy

Navy

Air Force

Treasury

Interior

National Aeronautics
and Space Adminis-

tration

Army

Use of CLF data

Grouping

Professional, administrative, technical,
clerical, other, and mainstream occu-
pations '

Professional, administrative, technical,
clerical, other, and mainstream occu-
pations

Groupings of similar occupations by
skills

Groupings of similar occupations by
skills

Mainstream occupations
Individual occupations
Groupings of similar occupations by

skills

Professiconal occupations and grade
levels

A further inconsistency in determining underrepresenta-
tion could occur because of the different approaches to

decide when to use the “"higher-of-two" CLF figures.

Both

OPM and EEOC require agencies to determine underrepresenta-
tion by comparing agency work force data with the higher of

national or local CLF data.

However, OPM has granted blanket

authorization to use local CLF data for all occupational
groupings at General Schedule grade 4 or below and for all
regular nonsupervisory prevailing wage positions at grade 4

or below.

EEOC has not granted such blanket authorization,

although it may, in limited circumstances, allow an agency
to use the lower CLF data after consultation with EECC.

This could result in agencies'
recruiting strategies.

Ann Arbor, Michigan,

developing conflicting
For example, an agency office in

is calculating underrepresentation for
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200 affirmative action plans from December 1979 through
February 1980. However, affirmative action instructions
were not issued until December 11, 1979. These instructions
required agencies to submit affirmative action plans by
February 1, 1980. Although EEOC is reviewing plans that
have been submitted, EEOC officials told us they do not

plan to formally approve these plans for the first year.

ISSUES NEEDING RESOLUTION
TQ AVCID FUTURE PROBLEMS

FEORP's primary objective is to recruit women and mi-
norities for Federal employment. (Recruiting is a personnel
management function of OPM.) This objective overlaps with
affirmative action and equal employment opportunity program
objectives. (These programs are administered by EEOC.) Wwhen
two agencies share program responsibilities, they should
carry them out in a fashion that promotes efficiency and
eliminates inconsistency. FEORP and affirmative action re-
sponsibilities could be carried out more efficiently, which
would minimize implementation problems and eliminate evalua-
tion and policy inconsistencies. OPM and EEOC officials
agree that their responsibilities need more clarification.

OPM and EEOC consultation to develop guidance

Throughout FEORP's initial development, OPM and EEOC
staffs closely consulted on OPM's FEORP guidelines. After
OPM issued FPM Letter 720-1 on July 17, 1979, close con-
sultation continued to resolve any differences prior to
issuing final guidelines (FPM Letter 720-2).

EEOC originally planned to formally consider OPM's final
guidance (FPM lLetter 720-2} at the August 14, 1979, meeting
of EEOC Commissioners. However, competing workload demands
in both agencies delayed this meeting. Therefore, it was
necessary to postpone submission of the final guidance to
the Commissioners until August 21, 1979.

On the basis of preliminary consultation with EEOC
staff, OPM was confident that outstanding issues could be
resolved to the general satisfaction of staff at both agen-
cies. However, a few days before the August 21 meeting,
additional issues were raised by EEOC staff which OPM offi-
cials thought had been resolved. These issues were (1) sep-
arability of FEORP plans from affirmative action plans,

(2) the basis for determining underrepresentation, and
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FEORP and affirmative action plans were completely
consistent. Final Department guidelines on FEORP
were not issued until mid-January 1980.

~-0On December 19, 1979, the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs and Logistics) in-
formed OPM that the Navy believed the requirements for
FEORP must dovetail closely with affirmative action
program planning requirements prescribed by EEOC.
Navy officials felt that FEORP would have tc be eval-
uated according to how well FEORP reinforced the
equal employment opportunity objectives. As a result,
the Navy did not develop FEORP plans until after EEOC
issued affirmative action instructions.

~-~Treasury officials told us that the Department's FEORP
plan would be useless without similar requirements
for affirmative action plans. Treasury officials
felt that the requirements for FEORP and affirmative
action plans were not similar.

At congressional hearings on June 10, 1980, several
agencies expressed similar concerns about problems they had
in implementing FEORP and affirmative action plans administered
by OPM and EEOC.

OPM AND EEOC EVALUATIONS

OPM is required to evaluate FEORP's effectiveness. EEOC
is responsible for reviewing and approving affirmative action
plans, including FEORP plans. Both OPM and EEOC developed
internal plans for evaluating these programs; however, they
did not fully discharge their responsibilities during fiscal
year 1980 because they did not issue guidance about either
FEORP or affirmative action to agencies on a timely basis.

OPM evaluation

To carry out its evaluation responsibility, OPM's Office
of Affirmative Employment Programs--the office with primary
responsibility for administering the program--prepared a
plan for evaluating the first year of FEORP's implementation.

The first activity included developing program evaluation
criteria and evaluating the program by using OPM's existing
personnel management evaluation system by mid-September 1979.
On August 16, 1979, OPM prepared a schedule of personnel
management evaluation visits for fiscal year 1980 and in-
cluded FEORP as a major area of emphasis.
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However, FPM Letter 720-2 still required agency headquarters
and agency components to have plans by October 1, 1979.

EEOC planned to issue affirmative action instructions
in July 1979, which designated agency components; however,
many agencies raised problems with the draft instructions,
and the final instructions--Management Directive 702--was
not issued until December 11, 1979, about 2-1/2 months after
FEORP plans were to be developed. The Department of Health
and Human Services testified at congressional hearings on
June 10, 1980, that EFEOC's delay in issuing affirmative
action instructions added to the problems in establishing
FEORP.

In an October 5, 1979, memo to the Director, Office of
Government Employment, EECC, the Department of the Treasury's
Acting Director, Personnel, and the Acting Director, Equal
Opportunity Programs, guestioned how agency components
could be expected to implement OPM's regulations without
EEOC instructions designating the components required to
develop FEORP plans.

OPM instructed agencies to calculate women and minority
underrepresentation for each grade level within broad occu-
pational groupings--professional, administrative, technical,
clerical, and other--and mainstream occupations. Mainstream
occupations are highly populous occupations which tend to
lead to higher level positions within an agency. EEOC re-
quires agencies to follow OPM's instructions for FEORP and
also requires them to calculate underrepresentation for their
six most populous occupations.

Several agencies were overwhelmed by these data require-
ments. For example, it took the Social Security Administra-
tion almost 7 months to calculate underrepresentation by the
broad occupational groupings and for the mainstream occupa-
tions. Data had to be collected manually from 640 district
offices and from 50 major components within the agency.
Although the Social Security Administration has a data system
which presents women and minority data by grade levels, it
could not present women and minority data by occupations and
by broad groupings. At the time of our review, it was plan-
ning to design a system to extract this information.

The Department of the Army estimated that it would take
about 133,000 report pages to meet each data requirement.
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Status of FEORP Plan Development at Eight Agencies

Number of As of October 1, 1979 As of January 31, 1980
components Agency Number of plans Agency Number of plans
required to guidarice submitted by guidance submitted by

Agency submit plans issued agency components issued agency components

Social Security

Administration 50 No 0 No 50
Energy 35 No 0 Yes 7
Navy 21 No 0 No 0
Air Force 14 No 0 Yes 14
Treasury 12 No 0 Yes 10
Interior 10 Yes 1 Yes 8
National Aero-

nautics and

Space Adminis-

tration 11 Yes 1 Yes 11

Army 10 Yes 0 Yes 10



EEOC stated that the outcomes pcointed ocut in the report
of using the higher of either the national or local CLF as a
basis for determining underrepresentation are arguaktly pos-
sibtle, but highly improbable in the short term and that, be-
cause minorities and women are generally underrepresented at
higher grade levels, its poclicy is both practical and theo-
retically sound.

We continue to believe that using the higher of either
the national or local CLF can overstate underrepresentation
and result in the establishment of goals that are not realis-
tic in terms of agencies' abilities to reasonably accomplish
them. We believe that if unattainable goals are established,
the Affirmative Acticn Program will lose credibility with
agency managers who are to be held accountable for accomp-
lishing the goals. Losing credibility could reduce the pro-
gram's effectiveness.
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CONCLUSIONS

Several emerging policy issues needing attention will
affect, to a large extent, the future direction of the
Government in recruiting, hiring, and promoting minorities
and women in large enough numbers to achieve a represen-
tative work force.

On the basis of the statute, EEOC and OPM have inter-—
preted a representative work force to be the CLF in each
grade level, occupation, and geographic area. EEOC usually
requires agencies to use the higher of either local or
national CLF data as the baseline for measuring underrepre-
sentation of women and minorities. Further, EEOC usually
requires agencies to use the higher of either local or na-
tional CLF in establishing hiring goals.

EEOC's implementation of the legislation will create
practical difficulties as agencies attempt to achieve equal
employment opportunities. EEOC guidelines for FEORP and
affirmative action do not adequately consider either the
availability of minorities and women in the labor force or
the specific time frames for eliminating underrepresentation.
Failing to consider these two critical elements of affirm-
ative action will make evaluation of agency efforts less
effective and will not improve management accountability
for achieving affirmative action.

To help the Government achieve affirmative action under
civil service reform, the practical problems and the impli-
cation of using CLF as the baseline for defining representa-
tion and its relationship to affirmative action hiring goals
must be understood and properly addressed. Additional efforts
to collect information on availability of minorities and wo-
men should be undertaken. Also, EEOC should consider modify-
ing its affirmative action guidelines to include availability
and time frames in establishing affirmative action hiring goals.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Director, OPM, and the Chair,
EEOC, work with FPederal agencies to gather appropriate
occupational data for relevant labor markets for various
Federal occupations. This data should be collected by each
SMSA, each State, and the country.

We further recommend that the Chair, EEOC, amend the
affirmative action guidelines to include appropriate
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The following table shows the results of the regicnal
office's computation, assuming 100 vacancies for this occu-
pation.

Hiring Goals for 1980 by Minority/wWomen

Percent to be
used in calculating

hiring gocals Number of

Minority/women (note a) vacancies Goal
White wcmen 60.4 100 60.4
Black men 6.8 100 .8
Black women 6.2 100 6.2
Hispanic men 3.4 100 3.4
Hispanic women 3.8 100 3.8
Asian women .6 100 .6
American Indian

women .2 100 .2

a/All percentages, except for Hispanic men, were arrived at
by doubling the percent representaticn in the PLF for mi-
norities and women. (See col. B, p. 15.)

The regional office would be reguired to hire about &1 minocr~
ities and women, or 81 percent of all new hires, during 1980.
It is not regquired to establish hiring goals for either
Asian men or American Indian men.

The two scurces which the regional office would most
likely use to fill vacancies with qualified individuals are
college graduates having civil encineering decrees and the
labor market of civil engineers in the six-State area--that
office's normal recruiting area.

We found there was a limited supply of mincrities and
women from these sources in this area. For instance, in
1977--the most recent data available~-there were only 46 mi-
norities and women who ¢raduated with degrees in civil en-
gineering, about 7.1 percent of all civil encgineering grad-
uates in the six-State area. As of the 197C census, cnly 306
minorities and women were classified as civil encineers, akcut
4.6 percent of all civil encgineers in the six-State area.
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internal supply, that is, minorities and women already
employed in the Government. The distinction between entry
positions and internal positions is important because it is
generally at the entry-level positicns that the greatest
external availability becomes the relevant standard.

The availability of minorities and women in the CLF has
considerable impact on an agency's ability to meet its hir-
ing goals for many entry-level pcsitions. In certain occu-
pations there may be an ample supply of minorities and women
available in the labor force. However, in many other occu-
pations--such as entry-level professional and administrative
occupations--there may not be encugh. Therefore, it may take
many years for an agency to meet the goal established using
EECC's method,

The external supply of individuals available for entry-
level positions may be significantly less than they represent
in CLF. As discussed in the preceding section of this report,
the distribution of minorities and women in some occupations
is significantly less than their distribution in the national
CLF and may be further decreased fcr several other reasons.
The external supply of potential individuals to meet affirma-
tive action goals will most probably ccme from uncommitted
individuals in the CLF. Uncommitted candidates can be de-
fined as those who have either recently graduated from high
schocls, cplleges, and universities or recently acquired new
skills and those who are currently unemployed. These sources
cf supply are less than the supply that is theoretically avail-
able in the CLF. Also the external supply of persons is de-
pendent on many other factors, such as wage rates and the
gecgraphic location of an agency.

Following is an example 1/ cf the proklems an agency
could encounter in trying to meet EECC's goal-setting require-
ments. An agency employs civil encineers as a mainstream
occupation. This agency has a regional office located in the
Midwest and normally recruits in a six-State area: Cclorado,
Montana, North Dakota, South Dakcta, Utah, and wWyoming. This
office has the following distribution of minorities and women
employed as civil engineers as of June 30, 1978: 92.2 percent
White men, 1.0 percent White women, 1.0 percent Elack men,

0.0 percent Black women, 2.0 percent Hispanic men, 0.0 percent

1/Eased on Quantitative Management Mcdel, U.S. Cepartment of
the Interior Multi-year AA/ELO Plan, 1977, andé GAC compu-
tations.
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--Identify their three most populous professional and
three most populous administrative occupations, un-
less the majority of occupations in the work force
are in the wage-grade system. In that case the
agency must identify the three most pcopulous occupa-
tions in the wage system and the three most populous
in the combined professional/administrative category.

--Determine underrepresentation in the six populous oc-
cupations for women and each minority group. Agencies
are required to calculate the percentage of minorities
and women in each grade of the six occupations and
compare it against the CLF to determine underrepresen-
tation by using the higher of either national or local
CLF statistics. For professional occupations, agen-
cies are required to use the higher of either national
or local professional labor force (PLF) statistics.

As an initial step, EECC has required each agency to
select two of the six most populous occupations which are
underrepresented and target them for affirmative action in
fiscal year 1980. Agencies are further required to compute
hiring goals for each occupation by multiplying the number
of projected vacancies by the percentage by which women and
each minority group are represented in the higher of either
local or national CLF statistics if the occupations are non-
professional. For professional occupations, EEOC requires
agencies to use PLF statistics provided in its affirmative
action guidelines instead of CLF statistics.

EEOC is also requiring agencies to double the rate of
new hires for severely underrepresented groups and considers
anything more than an underrepresentation index of 50 in a
target group as severe underrepresentation.

However, other factors could affect the goal-setting
process, such as

--the impact which the external and internal availabil-
ity of women and minorities will have on the goal-
setting process and

--the time frames established for achieving the hiring
goals and eliminating underrepresentation.
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Further, they believe the use of national figures for local
areas where there are lower concentrations cf minorities

is justified because both agencies consider the Government
to be a national employer.

On the basis of this analysis, agencies compute an
underrepresentation index--a sincgle figure in which the
percentage of a particular group, women and mincrity, in a
specific grade and occupation is divided by its percentage
in the CLF and multiplied by 100. An index of 100 indicates
equal representation in the Federal and the civilian labor
force; an index of 99 or less indicates underrepresentaticn.
The lower the index, the greater the degree of underrepresen-
tation. An index of 101 or greater indicates cverrepresenta-
tion.

Once the underrepresentation index has keen developed,
agencies are required to design and develcp recruiting pro-
grams to eliminate underrepresentation of women and mincrity
groups.

Using the higher of local or naticnal CLF
statistics to measure underrepresentation

Agencies are ¢enerally required to use the higher of
either local or natiocnal CLF statistics as the baseline for
determining. underrepresentation for women and each minority
group in each occupation and crade level within each geo-
graphic location. (See the comments on p. 7.)

The maps on pages 9 and 10, based on the data provided
to agencies in OPM's guidance for developing FEORP plans,
show the representation of Elack and Hispanic CLF throughout
the country. As can be seen from the ceographic dispersions
with its concentration of minorities in certain gecgraphic
locations, there will be practical prcoklems in relecating
people to achieve a representative work force.

To illustrate the practical consecuences ¢f using the
higher statistics, we obtained local and naticnal CLF statis-
tics by women and minority croups for 21 cities from FEM
Letter 720-2. {See apps. I and 11.) We collected data on
11 Federal regicnal cities and 1C cther cities.

In each cf the 21 cities, the composite ficure cf mincr-
ities and women which resulted from using the "hicher-of-twc"
was greater than the composite figure of mincrities and women
in either the lccal civilian lakcr market cr the naticnal



status guc and not meet the legislative intent. They further
stated that requiring agencies to use CLF for defining under-
representation is an acceptable social goal which will help
eradicate past effects of sociclogical and institutional dis-
crimination.

Agencies, in commenting on OPM's proposed regulations,
expressed concerns about the definition of the labor force
as being the CLF because it did not consider the legitimate
differences in knowledge, skills, and akilities among people;
it relied on census data which was cutdated; and it included
individuals under 18 years cof age who were not generally
eligible for Federal employment.

OPM recognized these concerns but has maintained that
the definition is the correct interpretation of the law.

At congressiocnal hearings on June 10, 1980, CPM testi-
fied that it continues to hear complaints about the data
that must be used for FEORP. Officials testified that the
agency concerns relate to the unrealistic expectations and
unfair criticisms that are raised by use of CLF data without
regard to relevant labor markets. Agencies are concerned
that using CLF for determining underrepresentation will re-
sult in overstating the degree of underrepresentation because
CLF does not segment the labor force by geographic area and
by work-related qualifications. CPM also testified it agreed
that relevant occupational and labor market data may be con-
sidered by agencies in designing programs and in defining
expectations but that CLF data as provided by OPM must be
used to determine underrepresentation.

USING CLF TO MEASURE UNDER-
REFRESENTATICN FOR FEOQORP

All eight Federal agencies in our review used the higher
of either local or national CLF statistics as the basis for
measuring underrepresentation of minorities and women in
FEORP. Both OPM and EEOC require agencies to use this method
as the baseline for determining the severity of underrepre-
sentation in an agency's work force and for plannino recruit-
ing efforts.

Using the higher of either local cr national CLF statis-
tics as the baseline might well serve as a starting point for
measuring underrepresentation on a macrc basis. Lowever,
this definition when applied to individual crade levels,
individual occupations, and individual ceographic areas pre-
sents practical problems for agencies because it omits such



implementation to an appropriate agency official. Each
agency is also required to have an up-to-date recruitment
plan for peositions at various organization levels and
geographic locations within an agency. These plans must
be available for review by OPM or EEOC.

OBJECTIVES, SCOFE, AND METHODOLOGY

To determine how efficiently and effectively secticn 310
was being implemented, we examined OPNM and EECC policies,
regulations, guidance, and instructions issued to agencies
on FECRP. We also reviewed EEOC's Management Directive on
preparing Federal Affirmative Action Program plans issued on
December 11, 1979, which incorporated FEORF into the affirm-
ative action process.

We also examined into OPM's and EEOC's effectiveness in
discharging their responsibilities for FEORP. We interviewed
CPM and EEOC officials and reviewed management plans and
other pertinent documents.

To identify how agencies were complying with OPM and
EECC regulations, we interviewed agency personnel and EEO
officials and reviewed agency guidelines, policies, instruc-
tions, and other documents in eicht department and agency
headquarters: the Departments of Energy, the Army, the Navy,
the Air Force, the Interior, and the Treasury; the National
Aerconautics and Space Administration; and the Social Secur-
ity Administration.

Since agencies did not have their recruiting and af-
firmative action plans for fiscal year 1980 approved by
EEOC at the time of our review, ocour report does not comment
on the adeguacy of agency recruiting or affirmative action
approaches to eliminate underrepresentation of minorities
and wcmen.



As implemented, the scope of the Minority Recruitment
Program includes white women. The Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission (EECC) believed that including women was
necessary to keep the program consistent with Federal equal
employment policies. The program was later renamed the
Federal Equal Opportunity Recruitment Program (FEORP).

FEORP is intended to be a recruitment program and not
a selection program for minorities and women. It is intended
to increase the number of minorities and women in applicant
pools by instituting meaningful cutreach and recruitment
efforts. Increased representation of minorities and women
in applicant pools should eventually result in more represen~
tative hiring.

FEORP considers external and internal recruiting methods
in designing programs to increase applicant pools. External
recruitment involves locating, identifying, and assisting in
employing qualified and qualifiable applicants. Internal re-—
cruitment involves elements of career progression-~advancing
the career of employees by providing them with the necessary
training to make them gqualified to move into more responsible
positions--and efforts to identify qualified, but underuti-
lized, employees from underrepresented groups for advancement
or movement into other career fields.

On June 10, 1980, the Subcommittee on Civil Service,
House Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, held hear-
ings on equal employment opportunity and affirmative action
resulting from implementation of the Civil Service Reform Act
of 1978. The Subcommittee was specifically concerned with
the progress made in implementing section 310 of the act.

Agencies generally testified that the act provided new
flexibilities for promoting more efficient, effective, and
aggressive affirmative action. However, most of the agencies
said it was too soon to measure progress as a result of their
specific efforts to implement FEORP since operational plans
and programs were generally put in full operation only in
late 1979 or early 1980. Agencies also raised concerns
about the emerging issues addressed in this report and their
ability to develop more effective afforts in achieving a
representative work force.

The Subcommittee was concerned that progress had been
slower than anticipated. It said it would hold hearings
later in 1980 to continue monitoring the progress in
implementing FEORP.
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the two agencies should strive for consist-
ency in requirements to avoid confusion

in complying with each program's require-
ments and to avoid undue workload demands
on Federal agencies.

GAC agrees that internal recruitment of
women and minorities will result in move=~
ment of women and minorities within the
Federal work force. However, GAO believes
that a major source of improvement in total
representation of women and minorities in
Federal agencies will occur through entry
level positions which have historically been
filled through the recruitment cof individ-
uals currently outside Government employment.

The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
generally agreed with the conclusions and
recommendations. However, the Commission
suggested that GAC modify the recommendation
for cbtaining data reflecting the availabil-
ity of minorities and women for various
Federal occupations. GAGC concurred in the
Commission's suggestion. This point is dis-
cussed further on page 19. Additional com-
ments by the Commission are discussed in
appropriate sections of the report.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The LDirector, OCffice of Personnel Management,
and the Chair, Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, should:

--Clarify their respective responsibilities
for managing the Federal Equal Opportunity
Recruitment Program. This would include
determining (1) the authority for respec-
tive responsibilities and (2) actions
each agency must take when issuing and
modifying regulations and guidelines.

-~Clarify common evaluation responsibilities
and how they will be coordinated to elim-
inate duplication and inconsistency.

--Identify and eliminate inconsistencies
between the recruitment program and the
Affirmative Action Program so that the
recruitment program becomes an effective
element of affirmative action.

—-Examine the data requirements for recruit-
ment plans and determine what data can be

" used from the Office's Central Personnel
Data File to minimize agencies' data bur-
den and allow them more time to develop
and implement the plans.

--Work with Federal agencies to gather ap-
propriate occupational data on relevant
lakor markets for various Federal occupa-
tions. This data should be collected for
each Standard Metropclitan Statistical
Area, each State, and the country.
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for the annual report, it was a status
report on the program which did not address
the program|s effectiveness. Further, as
of June 16, 1980, the Office of Personnel
Management could not provide GAO with the
criteria to be used in selecting agency
recruitment plans for review.

Internal management plans of the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission called

for reviewing 200 agency affirmative action
plans from December 1979 through February
1980. The affirmative action plans were to
include recruitment plans:; however, instruc-
tions for developing affirmative action
plans were not issued until Tlecember 1979
and did not require plans to be submitted
until February 1, 1980. (See pp. 27 and 28.)

ISSUES NEEDING RESOLUTION

Because of the high degree of interrelation-
ship between the recruitment program and the
Affirmative Action Program, the Office of
Personhel Management and the Equal Employ=-
ment Opportunity Commission need to cocordi-
nate their activities to assure a clear
understanding cf their respective responsi-
bilities, eliminate potential duplicative
efforts, and minimize the burden the two
programs place on agencies.

The Office of Personnel Management and the
Commission consulted closely on the develop-
ment cf guidelines for the recruitment pro-
gram. Several issues had nct kbeen resolved
pricr to the Office's issuance of final
guidance. The two agencies have since
stated their respective responsibilities
for the recruiting program and the Affirm-
ative Action Program and have drafted a
memorandum of understanding. However, GAC
believes these steps are nct adequate be-
cause they do not clearly delineate (1) who

iv



-—-How the labor force of the United States
is to be defined. (See pp. 5 and 6.)

~-How to use the civilian labor force i/
for measuring underrepresentation for the
recruitment program. (See pp. 6-11.)

--How to integrate the use of the civilian
labor force into the affirmative action
goal-setting process. (See pp. 11-17.)

Issues affecting the recruitment program
also affect the Commission's Federal Affirm-
ative Action Program since recruiting is a
basic part of the process of selecting and
hiring. The Office of Personnel Management
and the Equal Employment Opportunity Commis-
sion need to work together to successfully
resolve the above issues and improve the fu-
ture administration of both the Federal
Equal Opportunity Recruitment Program and
the Affirmative Action Program.

STARTUP AND STATUS OF THE FROGRAM

None of the eight agencies in GAOQO's review
had operational recruitment plans in place
by October 1, 1979. However, all agencies,
except one, had developed plans by

January 31, 1980.

Agency officials told GAO that recruitment
plans were delayed kecause of:

-~Late program guidance. Guidance from
the Office of Personnel Management was

1/The civilian labor force is defined as all

" perscns 16 years of age and over, except
those in the Armed Forces, who are employed
or who are unemplcocyed and seeking employment.
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